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1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 . 1 14, including the fee set forth 
in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 1 1/10/06 has been entered. 

The originally made restriction requirement and election are maintained since the RCE by 
definition is directed to the same invention as originally examined. The amendment of 1 1/10/06 
has been entered. Claims 1-13 are pending. Claims 5, 7-8, and 12 are withdrawn as being 
directed to a non-elected invention. 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-4, 6, 9-1 1, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of the teachings of US Pat. No. 5744295 Pitt et al., US Pat. 
No. 5472455 Mehreteab et al, and US Pat. No. 6319428 Michot et al.. 

The anions and cations of the instant claims are known for use in surfactant and conductive 
compounds known in the art but the prior art does not teach the compounds of the instant claims 
in which these cations and anions are used in the same compound. By virtue of being 
conductive/ionic, these compounds will necessarily be antistatic for reasons clear to the ordinary 
skilled artisan. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
instant invention to use the instantly claimed combination of anions and cations in a single 
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compound because such a combination would have been expected to give the benefits taught by 
Mehreteab, Pitt et al., and Michot et al. The resulting compound would have been expected to 
possess the electric properties of the instantly claimed imide, including the delocalized anionic 
load and its associated benefits, as taught by the abstract; column 2, lines 8-67, particularly 51- 
53; column 3, lines 1-15 and 50-61; column 8, lines 20-45, particularly 31-32; and the remainder 
of Michot et al., the properties of the instantly claimed ammonium cations, including the 
antistatic properties disclosed by Pitt, the surfactant properties of the obvious HLB containing 
ammonium polyether, discussed at the abstract; column 1, lines 14-40; column 2, lines 13-67; 
column 3, lines 1-67; column 5, lines 33-51 which shows surfactants to be desirable in enhancing 
conductivity; and the remainder of Pitt et al., and the improved surfactant properties obtained in 
combining anionic and cationic surfactants. Due to their obvious HLBs, each of the instantly 
claimed anions and cations are surfactants. 

The applicant's arguments are not persuasive because they amount to stating that because LiF 
is not a good antistat neither would it be expected that the instantly claimed compounds would 
be. First of all there is no probative evidence that when LiF is placed in a medium that 
dissociates the Li from the F that it is not a good antistat. Secondly, F- is not subject of the 
instant claims. Fluoride is known to behave differently than most anions due to its extreme 
electronegativity. Compare the dissociation consant of HF to that of HC1 for example. It is not 
representative of other anions. The argument that because LiF is not a good antistat, one cannot 
predict that the instantly claimed combinations of anions and cations would function as an 
antistat is not persuasive for these reasons and because the argument does not address the prior 
art cited. 
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The applicant argues what is required to give an antistat and references a Federal Test 
method. The claims do not require the definition of antistat employed and/or argued by the 
applicant. The claims do not require the antistat to be an antistat in only polypropylene. The 
examiner disagrees that being a conductor does not necessarily make a good antistat. Conductor 
implies antistat by its definition, e.g. the charge moves in a conductor and is not static. The 
examiner has reviewed the applicant's examples. It is noted that the counterion of the 
comparative example is CI- which is particularly hydrophilic i.e. soluble in water. It is well 
understood by the ordinary skilled artisan that polypropylene is extremely hydrophobic, i.e. not 
soluble in water. The CI- is therefore expected to not disperse very homogeneously in 
polypropylene. It will thus exist as discrete loci surrounded by large portions of the matrix, e.g. 
polypropylene. The charge would therefore have to travel over large distances through 
insulating polypropylene to move from ion to ion. It is well understood that this will not happen 
in a "static" electricity situation by definition of the compound that is able to have static 
electricity, e.g. polypropylene in the applicant's examples. The polypropylene is a well known 
insulator. Thus, insulation rather than conductance is the expected situation for the situation 
using the CI- counter ion. The counter ion of antistat 5 is very hydrophobic and is thus expected 
to disperse readily within the polypropylene since hydrophobic things are known to disperse 
more readily in hydrophobic things than do hydrophilic things disperse in hydrophobic things. 
This better dispersing ability means that there will be lesser distances between ions as there will 
not be the hydrophobic hydrophilic repulsive forces as there are where CI- is used. Thus the 
charge will have to travel over lesser distances and through less insulating polypropylene and it 
is expected to be discharged more easily. The applicant's results are not seen to be unexpected 
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therefore as this is readily predictable to the ordinary skilled artisan as is the expectation that the 
opposite result occurs where the matrix phase is more hydrophilic than polypropylene such as 
polyethylene oxide. The same logic applies to argued examples 2 and C2. The applicant 
provides no evidence that cations and anions known to be separately useful in conductive 
compounds etc cannot be assumed to be useful together as antistats. The examiner disagrees 
with this argument for the reasons stated above and for reasons clear to the ordinary skilled 
artisan. This rejection is maintained. 

4. All claims are drawn to the same invention claimed in the application prior to the 
entry of the submission under 37 CFR 1.114 and could have been finally rejected on the grounds 
and art of record in the next Office action if they had been entered in the application prior to 
entry under 37 CFR 1.1 14. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL even though it is a 
first action after the filing of a request for continued examination and the submission under 37 
CFR 1.1 14. See MPEP § 706.07(b). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
final action. 
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5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Patrick D. Niland whose telephone number is 571-272-1 121 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday from 10 to 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vasu Jagannathan, can be reached on 571-272-1 1 19. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
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